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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §101 
1. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because it does not fall within one of the 
four categories patentable subject matter of 35 U.S.C § 101 (process, machine, 
manufacture, or composition of matter). The recited claim preempts a computer 
program. Computer programs claimed as computer listings per se, i.e., the descriptions 
or expressions of the programs, are not physical "things." They are neither computer 
components nor statutory processes, as they are not "acts" being performed. Such 
claimed computer programs do not define any structural and functional interrelationships 
between the computer program and other claimed elements of a computer which permit 
the computer program's functionality to be realized. In contrast, a claimed computer- 
readable medium encoded with a computer program is a computer element which defines 
structural and functional interrelationships between the computer program and the rest of 
the computer which permit the computer program's functionality to be realized, and is 
thus statutory. See Lowry, 32 F.3d at 1583-84, 32 USPQ2d at 1035. 

Accordingly, the subject matter of claim 21, and by dependency claims 22-29, is 
held to be nonstatutory subject matter. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 
2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed 
publication in this or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent 

Claims 1-3, 5-11, 14-15, 18-22, and 24-27, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) 
as being anticipated by Sanfilippo (U.S 2003/0028564, published on Feb. 6, 2003). 
As per claim 1, Sanfilippo teaches: 

generating a rules base (inherent in the natural-language engine 104, Fig. 2 A) as a 
mechanism for implementing comparisons ([0019], lines 1-3), including: 

(a) defining syntactic rules for associating syntactic categories with individual 
words within sentence structures (syntactic-semantic composition rules module, [0048], 
lines 11-12); 

(b) defining grammar rules for determining semantic roles of at least some of said 
words within said sentence structures ([0048], line 14); and 

(c) defining property rules for associating semantic properties with particular said 
words, at least some of said property rules being based upon adjacencies of said words in 
said sentence structures (inherently disclosed for associating adjectives with particular 
nouns, as in [Alcoholic Beverage], Table la); 

enabling applications of said rules base to each of a plurality of said textual items, 
wherein applying said rules base to a specific said textual item generates an output 
representative of said syntactic categories and said semantic roles and properties 
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determined to be associated with words within sentence structures of said specific textual 
item (inherent in Natural-Language analysis and semantic information extraction 
process, Fig. 5 A, steps 504-512) ; and 

enabling comparison of said output to at least one second output that is 
representative of syntactic categories and semantic roles and properties determined to be 
associated with words within sentence structures of another textual item ([019]). 

As per claim 2, Sanfilippo teaches assigning syntactic tags to said words within a 
sentence structures of a specific textual item, said syntactic tags being indicative of said 
syntactic categories ([002 1 ]). 

As per claim 3, Sanfilippo teaches defining ambiguity rules specific to resolving 
syntactic and semantic ambiguities, including ambiguities relating to uses of pronouns 
([0094], wherein words disambiguation is used to build text meaning representation). 

As per claim 5, Sanfilippo teaches: 

a) using said syntactic rules to form a tagged sequence in which said words are 
individually tagged with designations of associated said syntactic categories ([0021]); 

b) applying said ambiguity rules to said tagged sequence in order to resolve at 
least some of said ambiguities, thereby providing a resolved tagged sequence ([0050], 
wherein the tagger 208 assigns a label to each tokenized element in the tokenized text); 

c) applying said grammar rules to said resolved tagged sequence to determine said 
semantic roles of said individually tagged words, thereby providing a role-specific 
resolved tagged sequence ([0053], lines 1-6) ; and 
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d) applying said property rules to said role-specific resolved tagged sequence to 
associate said properties with said words ([0082] and [0083], wherein an argument of a 
sentence is mapped to subject or object of the sentence). 

As per claim 7, Sanfilippo teaches identifying nouns within said sentence 
structures and for classifying at least some of said nouns as being actors or being 
participants of actions described by said sentence structures (inherent in the process of 
extracting the semantic content of a document, [0020], lines 8-10). 

As per claim 8, Sanfilippo teaches generating said outputs as semantic feature 
structures, each said semantic feature structure being indicative of a meaning of each said 
sentence structure of said textual item to which said rules base is applied in generating 
said semantic feature structure ([0094], wherein the meaning (semantic) representation of 
each document is built). 

As per claim 9, Sanfilippo teaches identifying actions, actors and participants 
described in sentence structures of a textual item from which semantic feature structure 
was generated (inherent in identifying nouns, verbs, adjectives, and events, [0054]). 

As per claim 10, Sanfilippo teaches comparing two said semantic feature 
structures to determine whether said two exceed a threshold that is representative of a 
level of similarity ([0043], wherein semantic relatedness of each document is measured, 
scored, and used to rank documents with reference to their relatedness to the reference 
document). 

As per claim 11, Sanfilippo teaches monitoring textual items that are received via 
the global communications network referred to as the Internet ([0046], lines 5-9). 
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As per claim 14, Sanfilippo teaches identifying a document transmitted via a 
network being monitored (Fig. 1 A, and [0046]); 

generating a semantic feature structure from said document, including applying 
predefined rules of syntax to categorize words of said document on a basis of parts of 
speech and further including applying predefined rules of grammar to associate said 
categorized words with semantic features of activities described in said document 
(inherent in deriving semantic structures of documents, [0024], lines5-6); 

comparing said semantic feature structure to at least one reference semantic 
feature structure, including determining similarity between semantic feature structure and 
each reference semantic feature structure for which the comparing is performed ([0043], 
wherein semantic relatedness of each document, is assessed by measuring the closeness 
types across each document in the collection and the reference document); and 

using determinations of said similarity as a basis for selectively filtering said 
document (Fig. 4, steps 420-424, wherein documents are filtered based on matching 
scores). 

As per claim 15, Sanfilippo teaches wherein said selective filtering is 
implemented to determine whether to enable presentation of said document to a user of 
said network (Fig. 8A, step 820). 

As per claims 6 and 18, Sanfilippo teaches associating adjectives with nouns 
([0082], wherein a noun is mapped to an adjective). 

As per claim 19, Sanfilippo teaches applying predefined ambiguity rules for 
resolving ambiguities in said sentences, including ambiguities relating to uses of 
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pronouns ([0094], wherein words disambiguation is used to build text meaning 
representation). 

As per claim 20, Sanfilippo teaches applying syntax rules (syntactic-semantic 
composition rules module, [0048], lines 11-12), ambiguity rules ([0094], wherein words 
disambiguation is used to build text meaning representation), grammar rules ([0048], line 
14), and property rules (inherently disclosed for associating adjectives with particular 
nouns, as in [Alcoholic Beverage], Table la). 

As per claim 21, Sanfilippo teaches a dictionary of words in which said words 
are associated with parts of speech ([0052], lines 7-9); 

a rules base configured to be cooperative with said dictionary in converting 
documents to semantic feature structures ([0094], wherein the meaning (semantic) 
representation of each document is built), said rules base including syntax rules, grammar 
rules and property rules (see ejection of claim 1); 

a parts-of-speech tagger module configured to access said rules base in applying 
said syntax rules to sentence structures of each said document so as to assign parts-of- 
speech tags to words of said sentence structure ([0050]); 

a grammar-based module operatively associated with said parts-of-speech module 
and said rules base to apply said grammar rules following assignments of said parts-of- 
speech tags, said grammar-based module being configured to identify said words of said 
sentence structures of said document with semantic features of activities described in said 
sentence structures ([0053], lines 1-6); and 

a property-based module operatively associated with said grammar-based module 
and said rules base to apply said property rules to following applications of said grammar 
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rules, said property-based module being configured to assign semantic properties to at 
least some of said words, wherein at least some assignments of semantic properties are 
based on adjacencies of particular said words in said sentence structures ([0082] and 
[0083], wherein an argument of a sentence is mapped to subject or object of the 
sentence). 

As per claim 22, Sanfilippo teaches resolving ambiguities in said sentence 
structures, including ambiguities relating to use of pronouns ([0094], wherein words 
disambiguation is used to build text meaning representation). 

As per claims 24-25, Sanfilippo teaches a comparison module configured to 
receive a semantic feature structure that is output from said property-based module and to 
compare said semantic feature structure to at least one reference structure so as to 
determine and output similarities (inherent in matching a plurality of documents to a 
reference document, [0043]). 

As per claim 26, Sanfilippo teaches blocking subsequent processing of 
documents upon detection that semantic feature structures generated as a consequence of 
said documents exceed a threshold of similarity with respect to one of said reference 
structures ([0132] and Fig. 8 A, wherein, a comparison is performed between a user's 
query and information available on the web, once a close match is found, the result is 
presented to the user). 

As per claim 27, Sanfilippo teaches preventing presentation of said documents to 
at least one user of a network within which said documents are transmitted (by directing a 
user based on his/her query to a book-purchasing site [0131], inherently disclose 
preventing the user from another site, i.e. wine-purshasing site). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sanfilippo 
in view of Kantrowitz et al. (hereinafter Kantrowitz) (U.S 6,618,697 issued on Sep. 9, 
2003). 

Sanfilippo teaches all the limitations of claim 3, upon which claim 4 depends. 
However, Sanfilippo does not explicitly teach rules relating to spelling and idiomatic 
language. 

Kantrowitz in the same field of endeavor teaches rules relating to spelling and 
idiomatic language (col. J3, lines 23-25) , 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention was made combine the rules relating to spelling and idiomatic 
language of Kantrowitz to the Natural-Language analysis system of Sanfilippo, because 
Kantrowitz suggests that this would improve spelling accuracy (col. 4, line 52). 

Claims 12-13, 16-17, and 28-29, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sanfilippo in view of Enescu et al. (Hereinafter Enescu) (U.S 
2004/0153305 filed on Feb. 3, 2003). 
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Sanfilippo teaches all the limitations of claim 1 1, upon which claims 12 and 13 
depend. However, Sanfilippo does not explicitly teach receiving and monitoring instant 
messages, and electronic mail incoming via the Internet. 

Enescu in the same field of invention teaches monitoring instant messages, and 
electronic mail incoming via the Internet (Abstract). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention was made to have added Enescu 's feature of monitoring instant 
messages, and electronic mail incoming via the Internet to the system of Sanfilippo, 
because Enescu suggests that this would help filtering unsolicited messages ([0001], line 
7). 

Claim 23 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sanfilippo in view of Hirakawa (U.S 5,963,941 issued on Oct. 5, 1999). 

Sanfilippo teaches all the limitations of claim 21, upon which claim 23 depends. 
However, Sanfilippo does not explicitly teach a dictionary that includes a thesaurus for 
identifying synonyms. 

Hirakawa in the same field of endeavor teaches a dictionary that includes a 
thesaurus for identifying synonyms (col. 8, lines 4-22). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention was made to have added Hirakawa' s dictionary of synonyms to 
the system of Sanfilippo, because Hirakawa teaches that this would enhance the 
information collection systems by monitoring information available through information 
networks, and filtering through, only the information requested by the user, col. 1, lines 
14-21). 
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Conclusion 

4. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Corston-Oliver et al. (U.S 6,901,402) teach a system for 
improving the performance of information retrieval-type tasks by identifying the relations 
of constituents. Liu (U.S 2004/0054521) teaches a text sentence apparatus. Decary et al. 
(U.S 7,065,483) teach a computer method and apparatus for extracting data from web 
pages. Mitchell (U.S 2003/0149692) teaches an information extraction system for the 
electronic assessment of free-form text against a standard for such text in which 
semantic-syntactic templates prepared from the standard are compared with a 
semantically-syntactically tagged form of the free-form text, and an output assessment is 
derived in accordance with the result of this comparison. Emens et al. (U.S 6,493,744) 
teach automatic rating and filtering of data files for objectionable content. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Abdelali Serrou whose telephone number is 571-272- 
7638. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Talivaldis I. Smits can be reached on 571-272-7628. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO 
Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information system, call 
800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

A. Serrou 
4/13/07 




